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WLLIAMLEWS SMTH, JR,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

Rl CHARD LANHAM Conmmi ssi oner of the Depart nent
of Correction and Correctional Servi ces;
RONALD MOATS, Warden; WLLIAM SM TH, Warden,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Peter J. Messitte, District Judge. (CA-
96- 3600- PIM
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Bef ore MURNAGHAN and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLI PS, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Christina Northern, Silver Spring, Mryland, for Appellant. J.
Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney General, Wndy A Kronmller,
Assi stant Attorney General, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Wlliam Lewis Smith appeals fromthe district court's dis-
m ssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 (1994) conplaint for failure to
state a clai mupon which relief could be granted. See Fed. R Civ.
P. 12(b)(6). Smith alleges that the GCrcuit Court for Prince
George's County violated his constitutional rights when, w thout
notice, the court issued an anended conm tnent order in 1985, and
that the denial of his Motion to Correct an |1l egal Sentence wth-
out a hearing violated his due process and equal protection rights.
We have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court as to those clains. See Smth v. Lanham No.

CA- 96- 3600- PJM (D. Md. May 7, 1997).

Appel l ant's contention that the Defendants were deli berately
indifferent to his serious nedical needs in violation of the Ei ghth
Amendnment was not presented in the district court, and therefore,

it is not reviewable by this Court. See Muth v. United States, 1

F.3d 246, 250 (4th Cr. 1993).
We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the

court and argunent would not aid in the decisional process.
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